SUPREME COURT EASES TEST FOR
PATENTABILITY IN BILSKI V. KAPPOS
BY: BRADLEY C. WRIGHT
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be eligible for patent protection as long as
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was free to develop “other limiting criteria”

STEVENS CONCURRENCE:
CATEGORICALLY EXCLUDE BUSINESS
METHOD PATENTS

as long as they were not inconsistent with

Justice Stevens, in his last day on the Court,

the patent statute.

wrote a concurring opinion that was joined

grapple with the deﬁnition of “abstract idea.”
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by three other justices. Taking a historical
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the Supreme Court has loosened the reins a bit
on the standards for patent eligibility. Q

thods
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algorithm itself.” In Flook, the Court ruled
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